This article re-evaluates earlier work done by the authors on Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) in North America, using sectoral analysis initially developed by Buzan and Waever, but also adding the variables of institutions, identity, and interests. These variables are assessed qualitatively in the contemporary context on how they currently impress upon the process of securitization within sectoral relations between Canada, Mexico, and the United States. The article reviews the movement from bilateral security relations between these states to the development of a trilateral response to regional security challenges post-9/11. It further addresses the present period and what appears to be a security process derailed by recent political changes and security inequalities, heightened by the election of Donald Trump in 2016.
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Introduction
The topic of security inequalities in international relations has been an ongoing discussion within academic communities for many years although the nature of those inequalities has changed. 1 During the Cold War, the focus was on military power as the primary variable in assessing state power, as the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, sought to achieve a comparative advantage in military capabilities over another. 2 The formation of security blocs, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact are evidence of the focus on military power. These military coalitions formed to address perceived security inequalities on each side, such as NATO's comparative advantage in military technological capability compared to the Warsaw Pact's size in number of personnel and weapons systems. Realists such as George Kenan and Hans Morgenthau used the terms containment and balance of power as the policy means by which states achieved security during the Cold War, despite the security inequalities between states. 3 With the end of the Cold War and the emergence of the New World Order there was less emphasis placed on military power in addressing security inequalities between states and more of a focus on economic power and globalization, as the policy means by which states would achieve security. 4 An anecdotal example of this occurred in 1995, when then US Secretary of Defense William Perry convened the first Defense Ministerial of the Americas in Williamsburg, Virginia. In his effort to gain participation by the states in the Western Hemisphere, then Prime Minister Denzel Douglas of St. Kitts and Nevis, asked if they would be discussing bananas. If not, he would not send 2 his Defense Minister, since economic security was the most important concern of this small Caribbean country. 5 While policy makers struggled to define mutual security concerns in the post-Cold War era, international relations scholars also sought new theoretical understanding of security relationships between states. This meant moving beyond the systemic and state-levels of analysis which dominated much of international relations theory in the past, to discover new approaches and variables to explain state behavior and the new global security dynamic. One such school of thought which emerged was that of constructivism, championed by John Ruggie and Alexander Wendt, 6 which sought to move beyond realist explanations of state behavior based on traditional elements of national power, introducing new variables, such as culture and social understanding. 7 While the international relations academic community sought new explanatory theories related to state behavior and security inequalities between states in a post-Cold War era, conflict did not go away. Threats, which had once been shaped primarily by superpower conflict and the fear of global nuclear war become more regional and local, with the advent of failed states and intra-state and regional conflict. 8 Conflicts such as Somalia (1993), Bosnia (1995) , and Kosovo (1999) reflected the changing dynamics of the fragmentation of state power and military confrontation between rival ethnic 3 factions for political power and territory defined what was quickly becoming a New World Disorder.
Post 9/11 Security in North America
When the terrorist attacks occurred in the United States on September 11, 2001 (9/11), challenges of asymmetrical threats, such as terrorism and transnational criminal activity, confronted the field of international security studies once again. Even though these threats had existed for some time, they took on new significance as non-state actors operationalized traditional means of attacks (airline hijackings and suicide attacks) in ways that had a strategic effect, thus shocking the world. As a result, regional approaches toward security relationships between states and against non-state actors took on new significance, as states placed a greater emphasis on homeland security and the tightening up of their respective boundaries. Old security concepts such as perimeter defense took on new meaning in a post 9/11 world with states, such as the United States and Russia, seeking to expand their respective defenses by pushing security out to neighboring countries (the near abroad in Russia's case or North America for the United States), seeking regional cooperation and support against new threats. 9
Regionalization of security concerns, which emerged after 9/11, appeared to give support to what Buzan and Waever called Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT). 10 The application of their sectoral analysis in the context of North American security integration appeared particularly prescient given the geopolitical changes of the contemporary security environment and the new threats posed to state security after 9/11. 11 All three countries, Canada, United States and Mexico developed new institutions across sectors (political, economic, military, social, and environmental), which supported securitization. The political leaders embraced shared interests in confronting threats by proposing programs and policies, such as the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP). 9 Richard Kilroy, "Perimeter Defense and Regional Security Cooperation in North America: United States, Canada, and Mexico," Homeland Security Affairs Journal, (December 2007), available at: https://www.hsaj.org/articles/138.
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Thesis Statement and Argument
Today, however, there appears to be retrenchment of nationalism and the rise of identity politics emerging in North America, most evident with the election of Donald Trump as president of the United States in 2016. The campaign rhetoric, which focused on immigration as the main security threat to the United States, building a wall between the United States and Mexico, and ending the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), is now part of the public policy discourse in Washington, threatening to create new fissures between countries within the region. What developed after 9/11 as an emerging trilateral response to regional security challenges, providing empirical support for RSCT, appears significantly impacted by security inequalities between states and identity politics.
This article reevaluates RSCT in North America, looking at the sectoral analysis provided by Buzan and Waever, but also adding the variables of institutions, identity, and interests. These variables, assessed qualitatively in the contemporary context, reflect how they currently affect the process of securitization in sectoral relations between Canada, Mexico, and the United States. The article reviews the movement from bilateral security relations between these states to the development of a trilateral response to regional security challenges post-9/11. It further addresses the present period and what appears to be a security process derailed by recent political changes and security inequalities, heightened by the election of Donald Trump in 2016. The article argues that while these three states initially evinced a convergence of regional security interests after 9/11, which did create new institutional responses, under the current conditions, divergence in political interests and security inequalities have reduced the explanatory power of RSCT in North America. Relations between states in North American appear less characterized by the role of institutions and interests and more by identity politics in the region.
Regional Security Complex Theory Explained
Buzan and Waever define a regional security complex as "a set of units whose major processes of securitization, desecuritization, or both are so interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or resolved apart from one another." 12 In an earlier work, Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde proposed an approach to security analysis that broke down the whole into five sectors used for security analysis: the military sector, the environmental sector, the economic sector, the societal sector, and the political sector. 13 By using the term securitization, Buzan et al., effectively argued that security was too broad a concept defined purely in military terms alone: it is best viewed across multiple sectors of both the state and society, where the state alone does not hold a monopoly of either power or influence on security. Yet, securitization, as used by Buzan et al., has its critics, who argue that by broadening the definition of security, they have in fact weakened it, to the point that anything can be securitized and thus impact state security. 14 What then is neglected is what states actually do to operationalize security.
Yet, Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde argue that their views on securitization involve three steps, which prevent everything from becoming a security issue: identification of existential threats emergency action and effects on inter-unit relations by breaking free of rules. 15 The problem, however, is that not all threats are existential to all states, and therefore states perceive of threats differently, requiring different sets of emergency action and different responses from both public and private sectors. Thus, the sectoral analysis offered by Buzan, Waever and de Wilde do provide a means by which securitization can be disaggregated from the whole to examine specific areas of concern where cooperation or conflict (amity or enmity) can occur between states. In developing RSCT in their later work, Buzan and Waever make the argument that it is in fact these inter-unit relations between states that are most applicable regionally and by examining each sector, a larger picture occurs of what regional security cooperation takes place across borders (or not: thus, desecuritization may occur).
Other Views on Regional Security Relationships Buzan and Waever may have developed RSCT, but they are not alone in seeking a theoretical understanding of regional interaction between states regarding security. David Lake and Patrick Morgan suggest security is simply one important variable that drives the development of regional orders, but certainly not the only one. 16 Their idea of regional orders approximates Buzan and Waever's security complexes; however, Lake and Morgan take a much more inclusive view of what constitutes a region, whereas Buzan and Waever are much more exclusive, arguing that regions are clearly defined. 17 Lake and Morgan also make the argument that, "Regions behave differently than the international system, thus new approaches and new theories are necessary to fully understand regional security dynamics" and "Regions provide a new dynamic for great powers and therefore traditional foreign policy approaches to regional conflicts may no longer be appropriate. Great power foreign policy must be designed to suit the region." 18 Thus, the idea of security inequalities between a powerful state (United States) and less powerful states (Canada and Mexico) affects the relations between these states, regionally, in North America.
According to Buzan and Waever, North America (comprised of Canada, Mexico, and the United States) would fit their definition of an RSCT since it possesses all four of the criteria necessary:
1. A boundary dividing regional neighbors. 2. Anarchic structure of two or more autonomous units. 3. Polarity defining the distribution of power among units. 4. A socially constructed understanding of amity and enmity among the units. 19 In addition, the security environment and threats that emerged after 9/11, which had a direct impact on the United States, also affected Canada and Mexico, due to their shared borders. As one former Canadian military officer once stated, "if your neighbor's house is on fire, you can sit and watch it burn and hope it doesn't spread to your house, or you can grab a hose and help him put it out, which also protects your home." 20
A Regional Security Complex in North America
As a result of the events of 9/11 and the focus placed by the United States on homeland security, both Canada and Mexico took a number of steps across 7 Buzan, Waever and de Wilde's sectors (military, economic, social, environmental, and political) to increase security cooperation with the United States. Both states recognized that US insecurity influenced the much broader regional context for their collective relations. Most of these actions occurred bilaterally, rather than trilaterally, for example, Canada and the United States or Mexico and the United States. However, in sectors where trilateral relations already existed, the discourse necessarily took on a trilateral dimension. An example of this would be the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), between Canada, Mexico, and the United States, which went into effect in 1994. Yet, NAFTA did not create institutions like those, which emerged in Europe with the formation of the European Union (EU) and a regional governance model. Rather NAFTA was a loose economic governance model which, after 9/11, became more securitized and more reflective of a 'hierarchical sovereignty' (as defined by Lake and Morgan), rather than a 'pooled sovereignty' model of institution building. 21
Sectoral Analysis
Within the political sector, a number of institutional changes took place in North America. Mexico did not follow suit, initially, under the Fox administration, despite NORTHCOM's efforts to involve Mexican military personnel in both NORAD and NORTHCOM structures. This would later change under the Calderon administration. Thus, using Buzan's terms, while there was amity between the United States and Canadian militaries before and after 9/11, the enmity that existed between the United States and Mexican militaries remained after 9/11, although this did vary by institutions. 27 Within the economic sector, the NAFTA framework provided the institutional context by which the three countries addressed security concerns. The impact of 9/11, where all commercial airline traffic into and out of the United States was completely stopped on that day, had a spillover effect on Canada and Mexico as flights from overseas were diverted to airports in these countries. Events on 9/11 also affected commercial vehicular traffic across land borders, which had the effect of creating significant back-ups of finished goods, agricultural products, and supply parts. There were even discussions between government officials on how each country would respond to the threat of a terrorist incident at a critical border-crossing site, or the spillover effects of a bioterrorism incident or pandemic on each country's health systems. 28 Having the consultation mechanisms in place with NAFTA, as well as institutional structures, which facilitated trade and commerce between Canada, Mexico, and the United States, allowed for a discussion of new security concerns raised by the events of 9/11 within the economic sector with the goal to increase security without creating severe restrictions on trade and commerce. Examples of security measures in the economic sector after 9/11 included such program as the Customs Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT); Free and Secure Trade (FAST); and NEXUS. 29 Securitization within the environmental sector includes issues such as water rights, climate change, and health issues among others. The United States has 27 As one anecdotal example, during a presentation in Mexico City in 2009, the authors a Mexican Army officer confronted the authors. He was upset with USNORTHCOM's patch, worn on US military uniforms, which showed the US eagle sitting on top of Mexico, Canada, and the United States. He also questioned that stationing of the US 1st Armored Division in El Paso, Texas, after its drawdown from Europe, arguing that it was there as an invasion force. While the Mexican Army has always been more nationalistic, the Mexican Navy has been more cooperative in working with its North American counterparts. In fact, the Mexican Navy provided a liaison officer to USNORTHCOM headquarters years before the Army finally sent its own liaison officer. 28 An example was a conference held in San Antonio, Texas in November 2006, with the theme "Catastrophic Terrorism at the Border, Preparing for and Responding to Disasters in North America," sponsored by US Northern Command which included government, military, and academic officials from all three countries. 29 Kilroy, et al., North American Regional Security, 114. 10 bilateral treaties with Mexico and Canada with regard to shared waterways and access to water resources. The International Boundary Waters Treaty between the United States and Canada has been in existence since 1909, creating an International Joint Commission (IJC) to oversee shared water resources along the border. 30 Similarly, the International Boundary and Water Commission exist to regulate binational water resources between Mexico and the United States, based on a treaty negotiated in 1944. 31 More recently, concerns over the impact of climate change, particularly in the Arctic region caused the United States, Canada, and other Arctic countries to confront a changing geographic and environmental landscape due to the melting polar ice cap and increased access to fishing, minerals, as well as commercial transit in this region. 32 Pandemic flu, such as the swine flu epidemic in 2009 and other communicable diseases such as the Zika virus in 2016 affect countries in North America and throughout the Western Hemisphere. Information sharing between Mexico, the United States, and Canada help prevent the spread of these infectious diseases, along with the actions of local communities working across the border to address to address shortcoming in their public health infrastructure. 33 The societal sector incorporates identity issues, which have a security dimension at the sub-state level. 34 Examples would include migration, Diasporas, and conflict between various ethnic groups or cultures. States, which share common borders, will always face some degree of social stress related to immigration policies, work and transit issues, economic and political interaction, and other cross-border dynamics. 35 For the United States, Mexico, and Canada, the rise in international criminal gangs, engaging in drug and human trafficking, arms trafficking, and illegal trade and smuggling, have taken on new social implications since 9/11, due to fears of 30 International Joint Commission (ICJ), "Role of the IJC," (2016), available at: http://www.ijc.org/en_/Role_of_the_Commission. 31 33 Kraska and Baker; One example shared at the conference was the cooperation between public health officials in Laredo, Texas and Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas, Mexico to confront pandemics which could impact their border communities. As early as 2006, meetings were taking place to discuss how these two cities would address their public health needs and ability to share resources to address such a threat. 34 Buzan, et al., Security: A New Framework, 119. 35 Thus, the development of border studies as its own academic discipline. terrorist groups taking advantage of these criminal networks, as well as migrant Diasporas, to gain access to their respective countries. 36 Cultural and identity issues also affected the desire on the part of USNORTHCOM to expand its bilateral security relationship with Canada in NORAD to include Mexico in new formal security relationships, which went beyond air defense, to maritime and land-based military institutions. Language differences, intelligence-sharing agreements, and a difference in military cultures and organizational structures made such efforts difficult, if not impossible to overcome. 37 Yet in 2011, a new conference organized by the Mexican Navy's Center for Advanced Naval Studies (War College), evinced a new sense of cooperation between the United States, Mexico, and Canada. The new NORTHCOM commander, Admiral James Winnefield, Jr. arrived in Mexico City with a more conciliatory tone and approach toward military-to-military cooperation in the context of the North American region as a whole. He went further than did his predecessors in advocating more structural cooperation with Mexico and Canada referring to shared interests along their common borders with the United States, particularly in dealing with common threats such as organized crime and natural disasters. The Mexican government and military officials positively received his message; however, the Mexican Army remained skeptical. 38 Four years later, a conference organized by US Special Operations Command North (SOCNORTH) in Colorado Springs, Colorado, brought together Canadian, Mexican, and US military and civilian personnel to discuss trilateral cooperation amongst Special Operations Forces (SOF) to 36 A number of news articles in the Washington Times, International Business Journal, Judicial Watch, and other media raised the fears of terrorists taking advantage of the porous border with Mexico and Canada to enter the United States, possibly as Syrian refugees. See Stephan Dinan, "Agents nab Pakistanis with Terrorist Connections Crossing U.S. Border," Washington Times, (December 30, 2015), available at: http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2015/dec/30/pakistanis-terroristconnections-nabbed-us-border/?page=all; However, for years, the Department of Homeland Security argued that such fears were overstated, and that no terrorists had been identified crossing the border. After the San Bernardino, CA terrorist attack in December 2015 where the suspects had ties to ISIS, more scrutiny has been placed on migration, both legal and illegal. 37 In 2010, a conference hosted by the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington, D.C. brought together senior military leaders from the United States, Canada, and Mexico, to discuss increased security cooperation between the three countries. The commander of US Northern Command, Air Force General Victor Renuart tried to convince his colleagues of the need for further integration and cooperation under USNORTHCOM's leadership; however, he received a rather cool reception (Personal observation of the authors who organized this conference). 38 Personal observation of one author who was responsible for organizing this conference. 12 confront the growing threat of Transnational Organized Crime (TOC) within North America. 39 The sectoral approach offered by Buzan, Weaver, and de Wilde and later expanded upon by Buzan and Weaver in developing RSCT, does provide a useful theoretical lens and typology for addressing securitization both internally within states and externally within regions. The addition of the variables of identity, institutions, and interests provides an increased understanding of how states within regions securitize issues differently and why certain sectors have more or less salience in understanding RSCT's value in explaining security inequalities. 40
Operationalizing RSCT in North America
After the terrorist attacks on 9/11, Canada and the United States redefined their security relationship, building on existing treaties and institutions. In December 2002, both countries formed a Bi-National Working Group (BWG) to explore areas of security cooperation that would extend beyond the current NORAD institutional structure (focused on air defense) to include both a maritime and terrestrial defense component. The BWG also addressed issues such as "enhanced intelligence and information sharing, interagency cooperation, better situational awareness, and border security." 41 As mentioned previously in this article, despite efforts by the United States to reach out to Mexico and create more formal security cooperation ties between the two nations' militaries, Mexico did not initially reciprocate. The Mexican Navy did agree to send a liaison officer to USNORTHCOM headquarters; however, the Mexican Army did not. 42 One of the reasons for the lack of cooperation was the different threat perceptions at the time. For the United States, the threat was terrorism. For Mexico, the principal threat was organized crime. Thus, the United States looked to expand its security perimeter to prevent terrorists from attacking the homeland from without, while Mexico was more concerned with internal security, looking at the criminal threat within the country. These two divergent views on what constituted the main threat to each country were further exacerbated by the United States placing most of its emphasis on using the military to fight a Global War on Terrorism, rather than pursuing a criminal justice model to counter terrorism. Such a model would have placed more emphasis on law enforcement cooperation between police agencies rather than militaries. 43 Interestingly, Canada and Mexico did increase ties in law enforcement cooperation due to a shared security problem: organized crime and tourism. Through the efforts of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), working with both federal and state police forces in Mexico, both countries overcame an impasse in jurisdiction issues to allow for the sharing of law enforcement sensitive information and cooperation in criminal investigations involving Canadian citizens who were victims of criminal violence in Mexico. 44 Mexican government officials also expressed interest in having RCMP assistance with developing a community-policing model, as well as support in their attempts to make the legal process in Mexico more transparent. 45 45 The authors attended a meeting, which took place in Ciudad Juarez, Mexico in 2009, where the state attorney general from Chihuahua voiced these concerns to an RCMP official. Mexico was beginning to experiment with the use of oral testimony in its legal procedures, which would be a significant change in transparency of its jurisprudence and court system. 14 be called the Three Amigos summit by the press, due to the emphasis placed on the meeting as a gathering of friends rather than competitors. 46 Canadians and Americans alike viewed SPP skeptically, believing it was a cover for ushering in a North American Union, under a shroud of secrecy. 47 Ironically, Canadians viewed it as a loss of sovereignty to the United States, while American citizens viewed it as a loss of sovereignty to Mexico, and Mexico as well viewed it as a loss of sovereignty to both nations. 48 Yet, the SPP did seek to address some of the security inequalities between states in North America by creating a governing structure, which would allow all three countries to have a seat at the table to discuss issues related to the SPP's main five main agenda items.
Security and Prosperity Partnership
Creation of a North American Competitiveness Council 2. Advancing cooperation on avian and pandemic influenza 3. North American Energy Security Initiative 4. North American Emergency Management 5. Smart, Secure Borders. 49
Both Martin and Fox recognized that Bush's main goal for the SPP was to provide a unified North American security agenda focused on the threat of international terrorism. Canada and Mexico, while focused on the prosperity aspects of the SPP, realized that their economic relations with the United States needed to address United States insecurity since 9/11. By emphasizing areas of cooperation that would promote common border security issues, infrastructure protection (particularly in energy), and emergency response, the SPP did address some of the main threats to North America from terrorism. The working groups created to address such issues also had a prosperity dimension since they also addressed regulatory cooperation to promote economic growth and improve quality of life for citizens on both 46 sides of shared borders. Thus, in the end, the SPP reflected a recognition that all three countries were part of a shared security complex. The securitization of issues across multiple sectors (political, economic, environmental, social, and military) needed to be addressed in some comprehensive framework, which did address the interests of all three states, and not the agenda of just one dominant state.
Despite the good intentions of the SPP, there were still some identity issues, which proved hard to overcome. The working groups themselves were dissimilar with each country's participants reflecting diverse interests and agendas. Some of the participants in each country's bureaucracy also voiced skepticism about whether they were pursuing common interests over parochial ones. 50 At the same time, those outside of the government voiced concern over the transparency of the negotiations, "criticizing the secretive and exclusionary nature of discussions, and the apparent privileging of business interests through the creation of the North America Competitiveness Council (NACC)." 51 Supporters of the SPP even had reservations based on the decision-making model adopted by the SPP, arguing that "the SPP has been a failure in two important respects: its limited transparency has fueled conspiracy theories that hold the SPP is a plot to reduce national sovereignty in each country; and it has failed to allay public concerns, mainly in the U.S., that NAFTA has hurt U.S.
[sic] prosperity more than it has helped-despite the ample economic data which provides evidence to the contrary. 
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their poor response to the natural disaster. 54 One of the reasons they were ill prepared to respond to this environmental threat, was due to the stand-up of DHS and the implementation of new programs, such as the National Response Plan and the National Incident Management system, which were primarily a response to the threat of terrorism following 9/11. 55 The lack of communication and coordination of relief efforts at the local, state, and federal levels exposed serious flaws in the ability of the United States to respond to a natural disaster of the magnitude of Hurricane Katrina. Compounding the problem was the impact of Hurricane Rita, less than 30 days later, which impacted almost the same Gulf states; however, this time the oil-refining areas of Texas bore the brunt of the damage. The result was a significant effect on a part of the United States, which "produced approximately 29 percent of all domestic oil production and 47 percent of the nation's 17 million barrels a day refining capacity." 56 Since Emergency Management was one of the five main agenda items of the SPP, the United States, Canada, and Mexico were already beginning to coordinate efforts on how each country could contribute to a trilateral response to disasters in North America (albeit the initial focus was on terrorist-created disasters). Yet, institutional mechanisms to operationalize responses were beginning to be put in place between the militaries of each country, such that the Canadian navy even sent ships to support search and rescue and relief and recovery operations before the Canadian government authorized the mission. 57 Even the Mexican Navy and Army responded by providing personnel and equipment to south Texas to support many of the displaced persons from New Orleans. Mexican President Vicente Fox stated, "these humanitarian missions reflect the Mexican people's feelings of solidarity with the US population." 58 When the Three Amigos met in Guadalajara, Mexico in 2009, each country had new elected leaders Felipe Calderon (Mexico), Stephen Harper (Canada), and Barack Obama (United States). As a result, the original five agenda items of the SPP changed to three:
1. Mexico's drug wars and the rise of criminal gang violence dominated the security dimension of the meeting. The United States wanted Mexico's support in providing more stringent drug trafficking measures to reduce the flow of drugs into the United States. Mexico wanted the United States to stem the flow of arms into Mexico. Canada was also experiencing the effects of the growing problem of transnational crime in the hemisphere. Despite the Obama administration's continued support for the Merida Initiative, begun by George W. Bush, there was a pessimistic tone to the meeting. 60 The positive results of trilateral security cooperation fostered by the events surrounding Hurricane Katrina had given way to a more harsh reality that each country faced its own problems that could best be resolved internally or at a minimum, bilaterally. Thus, in 2010, the North American Leaders' Summit was cancelled. Instead, Prime Minister Harper and President Obama met in 2011 and agreed to a new bilateral security policy titled, "Beyond the Border," focusing on security and economic cooperation between Canada and the United States. 61 This bilateral agreement signaled that the Security and one of the authors with US NORTHCOM personnel responsible for coordinating with Mexican military units). Prosperity Partnership, begun in 2005, was dead, although members of the Mexican Foreign Service argued that there was never a funeral. 62
The Merida Initiative and Military Cooperation
The United States and Mexico continued to develop stronger security ties, funneling Merida Initiative funding primarily toward improved Mexican military capabilities, to include enhanced intelligence sharing between the two countries, coordinated out of the US Embassy in Mexico City. However, as Mexico's military took a more visible role in combating drug trafficking organizations, so too did the human rights record of the military come under greater scrutiny. United States military leaders had been warned about the possible danger of drawing closer to the Mexican military, not only due to the historical antagonism that existed between the two countries, but also due to the extent that the Mexican military had its own problems with corruption and ties to drug trafficking. 63 Despite such warnings the US military, under US Northern Command's leadership, engaged in a number of direct and indirect support missions to help train and equip the Mexican military to combat drug trafficking organizations, to include intelligence sharing. The Mexican military, primarily the Marines, have had the most success in capturing or killing key leaders of Mexico's drug cartels, to include the head of the Sinaloa Cartel, Joaquín (El Chapo) Guzmán Loera. 64 However, whatever success the military achieved in combating the drug cartels, was offset by the negative publicity surrounding the human rights violations perpetrated primarily by the Mexican Army and Federal Police Forces. The most egregious case remains unresolved, where 43 college students in Ayotzinapa died in 2014, reportedly murdered by drug cartels. Yet, evidence implicates a government cover-up and Mexican security forces complicity in the crime. 65 The movement from a trilateral framework for security cooperation in North America to a series of bilateral relationships, in and of itself, would not necessarily discredit the application of RSCT. The sectoral analysis offered by Buzan and Waever still has explanatory value in understanding how the process of securitization can take place in different spheres of influence. For example, the environmental security cooperation that took place between Canada, Mexico, and the United States during Hurricane Katrina in 2005 was also evident in 2009, when the swine flu pandemic affected Mexico. There was a high level of communication and cooperation between health organizations in efforts to control and contain the spread of the disease. 66 Yet, the other variables of Identity, Interests, and Institutions do take on increased significance in understanding the limitations of RCST in understanding the changes that have taken place more recently in North America, particularly in the political and social sectors. Also, these variables can help explain the security inequalities, which continue to shape relations between states, particularly within specific geographic regions, such as North America, to include its geographic and environmental context, for example, shared airspace, oceans, borders, proximity, and threats).
New Dynamics in Security Relations in North America and RSCT
On June 29, 2016, the Three Amigos met once again, this time in Ottawa, Canada, at the North American Leader's Summit, to discuss ways in which the three countries can increase cooperation on issues of interest to the three countries. Concerning Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde's sectoral analysis, the economic sector dominated the discussions, as noted in a statement prior to the meeting by Prime Minister Justin Trudeau of Canada, "I look forward to meeting with President Obama and President Peña Nieto to make real progress on the challenges we collectively facewhether how we can expand trade between our nations, build also Fernando Camacho y César Arellano, "Ante 'falta de resultados', padres de los 43 realizanplantónindefinido en la PGR," La Jornada,April 4, 2017, available at: http://www.jornada.unam.mx/2017/04/21/politica/005n1pol. 66 20 competitive clean growth economies, or create real help for middleclass families." 67 At the Summit the three leaders agreed to pursue "economic competitiveness; expand our efforts on climate change, clean energy, and the environment; solidify our regional and global cooperation; and strengthen our security and defense." 68 Much of the focus by President Obama was on gaining support for his climate change and environmental initiatives, particularly focused on clean energy. One of the few tangible agreements reached at the Summit was an Action Plan to promote this agenda. 69 Security was included at the Summit, with topics on the agenda, such as: Central American violence, corruption, and migration; drug, arms, and human trafficking; trusted traveler and border security; health security; and regional concerns such as supporting the peace process in Colombia and peacekeeping efforts in Haiti. Another security concern on the agenda, which crossed multiple sectors, was cooperation in cyberspace. This was particularly evident in the discussions regarding energy security and the recognition that all three countries' growing interconnectivity with the North American power grid posed an area of increased vulnerability to all three countries. As stated in the Action Plan, "Our three countries are committed to deepened electric reliability cooperation to strengthen the security and resilience of an increasingly integrated North American electricity grid against the growing threats presented by cyber-attacks and severe weather events." 70 Although Action Plans, and other shared agendas which come out meetings such as the North American Leader's Summit rarely produce concrete policy decisions or institutional structures, the fact that the Summit did take place was, in itself, a significant event given some of the contentious issues impacting the three countries. Canada was scheduled to host the meeting in 2015; however, it was cancelled due to a contentious issue over Canadian visa 73 Five eyes refers to the 5 English-speaking countries of Canada, United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, and the United States. Under Air Force General Gene Renuart, USNORTHCOM sought to integrate Mexican military personnel into the NORAD structure, and expand the air defense agreement of NORAD into Maritime and Landbased defense agreements. Canada balked at any agreement that would bring Mexico in as an equal partner (Personal conversations of one of the authors with Canadian military personnel); Christian Leuprecht makes the argument that Canada and the United States have the most solid relationship in defense on earth, although, in the case of Canada, the United States and Mexico, the latter lacks a common regional strategic concept in North America since World War II; This is correct on defense issues, Mexico is introverted and mainly dedicated to internal security. Historically, Mexico has seen and external defense only in case of a war and more recently with Hurracaine Katrina. See Christian Leuprecht, "Complejidades al generar un equilibrio de seguridad trilateral enAmérica del Norte: Acercamiento de las culturasen las relacionesciviles-militares" in Abelardo Rodríguez Sumano, Agendas Comunes y diferenciasen la seguridad de América del Norte, ¿de dóndevenimos?), ¿dóndeestamos? y, ¿a dóndequeremosir? (Centro de EstudiosSuperioresNavales de la Armada de México-Universidad de Guadalajara, 2012, pp.331-342).
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The US Presidential Election and Identity Politics As special, as the Canada-US relationship is the election of Donald Trump as President of the United States in November 2016 has ruffled more than a few feathers in the bilateral cap. Anti-immigration rhetoric in the United States has resulted in a flow of migrants north bound into Canada never seen before. Migrants arriving at the border have told officials that fear of being deported from the United States has motivated them to make the trek, in some cases in dangerous winter conditions, to Canada. 74 On the economic front challenges to the Canadian softwood, lumber industry has recently resulted in a substantial increase on tariffs on softwood lumber crossing from Canada to the United States. 75 As well, a challenge launched by Boeing against Canadian plane manufacturer Bombardier will likely result in a change the way business is done in that sector. 76 At the same time, Prime Minister Trudeau clearly stated his position that he will defend Canadian interests first.
Finally, in a major speech on June 6, 2017, Chrystia Freeland, Canada's Minister of Foreign Affairs roundly rejected the nationalistic view touted south of the Canadian border. In its stead, she stated that Canada would assume a major leadership role in the world. 77 80 They also cancelled seminars at the trilateral level and excluded personal and academic exchanges between Mexican academics who had relationships with US government officials. The Mexican government also went so far as to further restrict intelligence sharing between the militaries of the two countries, limiting intelligence cooperation to only those agreements exclusively under control of the Secretary of the Interior (Gobernación). Despite these official statements coming from the Mexican government, the actual military-to-military contact between Mexico and the United States actually became stronger under Peña Nieto. Thus, the security cooperation transformed. It was not cancelled.
A small expression of amity between Mexico and the United States occurred after the second escape of Joaquín Guzmán Loera from Mexican prisons in 2015. The United States had been pushing for Guzmán's extradition to stand trial in the United States, rather than Mexico, due to corruption of Mexico's judicial system, ever since his capture in 2014 (with the help of US intelligence support). President Peña Nieto appeared more open to the possibility of extraditing Guzmán to the United States to stand trial after his 24 recapture in January 2016, as long as the United States would ensure he would not receive the death penalty. 81 Despite the success of the kingpin strategy in Mexico and United States support in helping Mexico capture the leaders of most of Mexico's most powerful drug cartels, there is no evidence that drug trafficking to the United States has decreased, or that the security situation in Mexican has improved. In fact, some evidence points to an increase in drug-related violence and homicides in Mexico since Peña Nieto's administration came to power in 2012. 82 Sources in Mexico state that the number of assassinations per day has increased to 57, a 300 per cent increase since 2012. 83 Mexico continues to insist that drug-related violence is simply a matter of supply and demand, and until the United States does something to curb the demand for drugs, there is little Mexico can do to decrease the supply. 84 This has led former Mexican president Vicente Fox to come out in favor of decriminalizing drug use in Mexico, which he feels would help end the drug war and violence. 85 Although individual states in the United States have legalized marijuana, there is no national consensus to change the nation's current counterdrug policies and legalize drug use.
The latest enmity to emerge in U.S.-Mexican relations has come from the November 2016 presidential election of Republican nominee Donald Trump, who used the politics of identity to target undocumented immigration and the insecurity of the U.S.-Mexican border. Threatening to "build a great wall along the southern border….And Mexico will pay for the wall," Trump's campaign elevated hostility toward Mexico and Mexican immigrants living in 26 meeting was to try to diffuse the negative rhetoric coming from the Trump campaign toward Mexico, and emphasize the importance of the bilateral ties between the two nations, particularly with regard to economic cooperation. One area highlighted in the meeting was the High Level Economic Dialog (HLED) established in 2013, where cabinet-level officials of each country have been meeting regularly to discuss ways to increase economic integration between the two countries. 89 Both Obama and Peña Nieto wanted the HLED to continue after January 20, 2017, when the expected new Democratic US president, Hillary Clinton, assumed office. She was part of that dialog as Secretary of State and would likely continue the HLED under her term.
Since Donald Trump's inauguration in January 2017, there have been no further HLED discussions. In fact, President Peña Nieto cancelled a state visit to the United States scheduled for February due to the continued rift over Trump's promise to build a border wall and have Mexico pay for it. 90 The Trump administration continues to insist on renegotiating NAFTA with both Canada and Mexico, to correct the perceived unfair trade practices which Trump claims make the United States the big loser in the North American trade relationship. 91 In reaction to Trump's rhetoric, the debates have been dramatic: from confrontation to silence. For example, former leftist presidential candidate, Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas has raised centuries-old claims of a recuperation of Texas, California, Arizona, and New Mexico. Jorge G. Castañeda, former Minister of Foreign Relations, has argued that Mexico should finish its cooperation with the United States on confronting drug cartels, border security, and terrorism. While Mexican government officials and President Peña Nieto remain quiet and extremely cautious about the new White House, Mexico is experiencing three major challenges internally: a week presidency; extreme violence related to organized crime; and much uncertain about the country's relationship with the United States under Trump's administration.
Conclusion
The terrorist attacks of 9/11 created the conditions upon which the nations of North America (Canada, Mexico, and the United States) appeared to be building a North American security complex by creating institutions, sharing interests, and overcoming identity issues, which divided the three countries. It was the insecurity of the dominant regional power, the United States, which fostered an increased dialog and engagement that went beyond traditional security issues to include social, economic, political, and environmental concerns. The process of securitization across these various sectors, described by Buzan and Waever in Regional Security Complex Theory, provided an explanatory value in understanding how these three countries could develop institutions, based on shared interests to face the security threats posed in a post 9/11 world. Even those barriers formed by identity, which had traditionally extended beyond borders which created enmity between states, appeared to be weakening. The region appeared to be closer to living out what Robert Pastor called "The North American Idea," where he envisioned a constructed future for the region with a new continental identity. 92 That argument today appears almost dead or at least on life support.
Today, there is a retrenchment of interests along national lines, where the countries pursue security relations either unilaterally or at best bilaterally in North America. Venues (like the North American Leaders Summits) which previously offered opportunities for trilateral engagement on security issues no longer carry a sense of urgency or even promise for any substantive change in cooperation in any sector, even economic cooperation. 93 United States President Donald Trump has elevated the politics of identity to new levels in the United States with his populist rhetoric, which continues after the election campaign. His relationship with a Republican-controlled Congress is tenuous at best and his administration continues to face both Congressional and independent inquiries into its relationship with Russian officials before the election. While some members of Congress have gone so far as to call for Trump impeachment, at a minimum the allegations of wrongdoing will 92 Robert A. Pastor, The North American Idea: Vision for a Continental Future (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011). 93 Although there are still low-level, less publicizedcontacts that continue to evince security cooperation in the military sector. For example, there is continuing dialog between Special Operations Forces, the latest being a conference sponsored by the Joint Special Operations University in Tampa, Florida in June 2017, focused on "Combating Transregional Terrorism."
